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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment/Remarks 
Disposition of Claims 

I. Claims 1-5 remain pending in the application. 

Specification 

II. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: The language of amended claims 4-5, regarding "a program" and 
"program means", does not correspond to the language in the specification as originally filed. 
The page (3) of the specification regarding the above limitation does not recite "a program" and 
"program means", but instead uses the limitation "code . . .being stored in a memory". 

The following art rejection is based on the best possible interpretation of the claim 
language in light of the objections under 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

III. Claims 1-2 and 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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Claim 1 recites the limitation "the associated terminal" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim because the claim does not earlier mention an 
associated terminal. 

Claim 1 recites "wireless terminal" in line 2; "wireless terminals" in line 3; "associated 
terminal" in line 4 and "terminal" in lines 5 and 6-7. It is unclear from this claim language 
whether the "wireless terminal"; "wireless terminals"; "associated terminal" and "terminal" are 
the same or whether they are separate and distinct. The limitation renders the claim indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites "it includes" in line 4. It is unclear what "it" refers to within the context 
of the language that precedes the limitation in lines 1-4. The limitation renders the claim 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 2 recite limitations similar to the ones described in claim 1 above and is rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph given the same reasoning as recited above. 

Claim 4 recites "program means to perform initiation of a procedure for creating a new 
network" in lines 4-5. It is unclear how the phrase "program means" relates to initiation of the 
procedure for creating a new network. The limitation renders the claim indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 4 recites "wireless terminal" in line 1; "which terminal" in line 2 and "terminal" in 
lines 3-4. It is unclear from this claim language whether the "wireless terminal"; "which 
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terminal"; and "terminal" are the same or whether they are separate and distinct. The limitation 
renders the claim indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 5 recite limitations similar to the ones described in claim 4 above and is rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph given the same reasoning as recited above. 

The following art rejection is based upon the best possible interpretation of the claim 
language in light of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such thai the subject mallei' as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

IV. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1,148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

V. Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lipasti 
et al. (US 2002/0039357 Al) in view of Cromer et al. (US 7,146,433 B2). 

Regarding claim 1 Lipasti teaches a method of creation of a new communication network 
by a wireless terminal (see paragraph [0023], establishing pico network reads on new creation of 
new communication network). Lipasti teaches wherein the wireless terminal initially being part 
of an existing centralized network that includes an access point (see paragraph [0023], LAN or 
WLAN reads on existing centralized network). Lipasti teaches initiation of a procedure for 
creating a new network including a declaration of the terminal as access point of the new 
network (see paragraph [0023], establishing pico network reads on initiation of procedure for 
creating new network and device initiating the connection reads declaration of the terminal as 
access point of the new network because the initiating device becomes master device controlling 
access to the new network). Lipasti teaches where the operating parameters of the new network 
are such that communications on the new network do not interfere with the existing network (see 
paragraph [0023] and Fig. 1). Lipasti does not specifically teach an access point controlling 
association of a wireless terminal to a network and disassociation of the terminal from the 
existing centralized network. Cromer teaches an access point controlling association of wireless 
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terminal to a network and disassociation of the terminal from the existing centralized network 
(see col. 19, lines 18-24). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to make the device in Lipasti adapt to include the access point 
controlling association of a wireless terminal to a network and disassociation of the terminal 
from the existing centralized network because it is well known that access points such as the 
ones described in Lipasti can control association and disassociation of mobile nodes to networks 
as taught in Cromer. 

Regarding claim 2 Lipasit and Cromer teach a device as recited in claim 1 except for 
initiating disassociation in at least one of the following cases: frequency change rejection by the 
access point of the existing network following a request for frequency change from the terminal; 
or connection establishment rejection by the access point of the existing network following a 
request for connection establishment from the terminal. Cromer does teach initiating 
disassociation in at least one of a plurality of cases (see col. 2, lines 50-56). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the 
invention adapt to include initiating disassociation in at least one of the following cases: 
frequency change rejection by the access point of the existing network following a request for 
frequency change from the terminal; or connection establishment rejection by the access point of 
the existing network following a request for connection establishment from the terminal because 
Cromer teaches initiating disassociation for a number of other reasons (see Cromer, col. 2, lines 
50-56). 

Regarding claim 3 Norman teaches wherein the access point of the existing network 
initiates the disassociation (see col. 4, lines 18-22). 
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Regarding claim 4 Lipasti teaches a wireless terminal including an interfaces with a 
communication medium, a microprocessor, and a memory (see paragraph [0023] & [0024]). 
Lipasti teaches initiation of a procedure for creating a new network including a declaration of the 
terminal as access point of the new network (see paragraph [0023], establishing pico network 
reads on initiation of procedure for creating new network and device initiating the connection 
reads declaration of the terminal as access point of the new network because the initiating device 
becomes master device controlling access to the new network). Lipasti teaches where the 
operating parameters of the new network are such that communications on the new network do 
not interfere with the existing network (see paragraph [0023] and Fig. 1). Lipasti does not 
specifically teach performing disassociation of the terminal from a network. Cromer teaches 
performing disassociation of the terminal from a network (see col. 2, lines 50-56). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the 
device in Lipasti adapt to include performing disassociation of the terminal from a network 
because it is well known that access points such as the ones described in Lipasti can control 
association and disassociation of mobile nodes to networks as taught in Cromer. 

Regarding claim 5 Lipasti and Cromer teach a device as recited in claim 2 and is rejected 
given the same reasoning as above. 

Response to Arguments 

VI. Applicant's arguments filed 7/21/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding claims 1-5 the combination of Lipasti and Cromer teach a device as claimed. 



Application/Control Number: 10/519,115 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2617 

Lipasti teaches a method of creation of a new communication network by a wireless terminal 
(see paragraph [0023]). Establishing pico network reads on creation of new communication 
network. Lipasti teaches wherein the wireless terminal initially being part of an existing 
centralized network that includes an access point (see paragraph [0023]). LAN or WLAN reads 
on existing centralized network. Lipasti teaches initiation of a procedure for creating a new 
network including a declaration of the terminal as access point of the new network (see 
paragraph [0023]. Establishing pico network reads on initiation of procedure for creating new 
network and device initiating the connection reads declaration of the terminal as access point of 
the new network because the initiating device becomes master device controlling access to the 
new network. Lipasti teaches where the operating parameters of the new network are such that 
communications on the new network do not interfere with the existing network (see paragraph 
[0023] and Fig. 1). Fig. 1 shows new pico networks operating along with existing network and 
indicates that the created pico network and existing network do not interfere with one another. 
Cromer is being combined with Lipasti to show that an access point can control association of 
wireless terminal to a network and disassociation of the terminal from the existing centralized 
network (see Cromer, col. 19, lines 18-24). 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
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Conclusion 

VII. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BRANDON J. MILLER whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7869. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 8:00 am to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on 571-272-7495. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/George Eng/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 

November 14, 2008 

/Brandon J Miller/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



